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TEAM INNOVATION AND
PERCEPTIONS OF CONSIDERATION

What Difference Does Diversity Make?

STEVEN H. CADY
JOANIE VALENTINE

Bowling Green State University

This article presents an authentic field study, which used an entropy-based formula to mea-
sure team diversity, of 50 teams. The data were collected in a division of a high-tech, Fortune
500 company. The results revealed that diversity (race, age, sex, and function) had no impact
on quality of innovation, whereas sex and race had a negative and positive impact, respec-
tively, on quantity of innovation. It was also found that race and sex negatively influenced
perceptions of teaming consideration.

The level of diversity and interdependent work processes is
increasing at such a pace that the capability to innovate will be a
major challenge for organizations of the future. Theorists are par-
ticularly interested in innovation because it is central to organiza-
tional adaptation and renewal (Nohria & Gulati, 1996). InWork-
force 2020, Judy and D’Amico (1997) predict that product life
cycles will shorten, strengthening the need for constant innovation.
Their study also describes a trend toward pluralism along several
diversity dimensions. For example, in 1997, women accounted for
46% of the work force, up from 29% in 1950. In addition, as we
progress into the next millennium, 80% of new entrants will not be
White males.
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Diversity is particularly relevant in the context of teams. Most of
the traditional theories of organizations are based on old bureau-
cratic homogeneous organizations, yet current trends reveal flatter,
leaner, and more diverse team-based organizations (Cox, 1994;
Jackson & Ruderman, 1996; Rodriguez, 1998). Understanding the
dynamics of diversity within work teams striving to develop inno-
vative solutions can provide insight into how to gain the most value
from these inevitabilities.

We therefore present research that combines an analysis of four
demographic diversity dimensions (age, race, sex, and function) in
a single field experiment with 50 authentic, problem-solving
teams. Our question is, what impact do these diversity dimensions
have on innovation and perceptions of consideration? This interest-
ing and largely unexplored question is examined in this study.

CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS AND HYPOTHESES

Very little work has been done to examine solution quality and
group predictors of innovativeness since the early work of Maier
(1970), who looked at the role of leaders in group problem solving.
In our conceptual analysis, we will begin with the end in mind as we
explain the model tested in this study.

OUTCOMES OF TEAM DIVERSITY

Quantity of Innovation

The quantity of innovation is simply defined as the number of
new ideas generated—ideas that have not been previously con-
ceived. For example, Dougherty and Hardy (1996) address the
importance of sustained innovation in organizations. Sustaining
innovation relates to the organization’s capability to generate new
product and service ideas. The greater the number of new ideas, the
more likely the organization is to develop one into a profitable ven-
ture. Whereas the quantity of innovation is important, there is a
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second perspective that tends to be examined as well—quality of
innovation.

Quality of Innovation

The quality of innovation has to do with the idea’s usefulness.
That is, what kind of business impact does the idea have on the
organization? Authors have referred to innovation in terms of
adoption. Adoption incorporates the generation, development, and
implementation of new ideas or behaviors (Damanpour, 1991). We
therefore define quality of innovation as the degree to which an idea
that fills a need or solves a problem can be successfully adopted by
an organization. Research on the quality of innovation in teams
tends to use an averaging approach (McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1996).
That is, each idea a team develops is evaluated to compute an over-
all score for the quality of innovation (e.g., Rogelberg & Rumery,
1996).

Perception of Teaming Consideration

For diversity in teams to be leveraged, the members’ perspec-
tives should be equally expressed and integrated. Although we
could find no direct research on the perception of consideration in
teams, we did find related work (e.g., McLeod et al., 1996; Rogel-
berg & Rumery, 1996; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978). For example,
McLeod et al. (1996) found that the more homogenous groups
reported a more favorable group process than the heterogeneous
groups. We therefore propose that perception of team consideration
refers to the team member’s felt level of consideration, innovation,
and input that characterizes the teaming process.

THE IMPACT OF DIVERSITY

Because little research has examined the impact of diversity on
innovation in teams, we draw from social categorization theory to
determine the dimensions of diversity to examine in this study.
These dimensions are the more easily detectable attributes of age,
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sex, race, and functional background. Concurring with Williams
and O’Reilly (1998), we feel that the four diversity dimensions in
this study have been well examined in the literature and are relevant
to managers.

Of the demography research examining age, sex, race, and func-
tion, we seem to have found the “double-edged sword” that Mil-
liken and Martins (1996) described in their review of the literature
and the theoretical model later proposed by Williams and O’Reilly
(1998). On one side, information and decision-making theories
predict that diversity leads to increased cognitive processing, care-
ful analysis, and better use of information. The result is enhanced
creativity and problem solving. For example, studies reveal that the
insights and sensitivities brought by people of varying back-
grounds increases flexibility and promotes high-quality innova-
tions (Cox, 1994; McLeod et al., 1996; Rogelberg & Rumery,
1996; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelson, 1993). It is interesting that
these positive results appear to be independent of how well the
group process works (Tziner & Eden, 1985).

On the other side, similarity/attraction theories predict that
diversity decreases liking, effective communication, and cohesive-
ness in teams; social categorization theory predicts that diversity
increases conflict, communication problems, and factionalism.
The result is lower levels of the following: attraction to the group,
commitment, ability to meet team members’needs, and social inte-
gration (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Likewise, research indicates
that diversity leads to negative evaluations of the teaming process,
lower levels of psychological attachment, and decreased group
attractiveness (e.g., Baugh & Graen, 1997; Greenhaus, Parasura-
man, & Wormley, 1990; Jackson et al., 1991; McLeod et al., 1996;
Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992; Tsui, Egan, & Xin, 1995; Zenger &
Lawrence, 1989). We will present specific support for the diversity
dimensions examined in this study.

Race

Because of the limited amount of research, we sought and inte-
grated studies that looked at racial, racioethnic, and ethnic diversity
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dimensions. Overall, the research suggests a positive effect of
racial diversity on innovation. In one study, Milliken and Martins
(1996) found that racial diversity may be positively associated with
some group-level cognitive outcomes such as the quality of ideas
generated. Two other studies were found that offered evidence of
diversity benefits in terms of quality of solutions presented or ideas
generated by ethnically diverse groups (McLeod et al., 1996; Wat-
son et al., 1993). For example, McLeod et al. found that ethnically
heterogeneous teams produced higher quality ideas in a brain-
storming task than did more homogenous teams, although they did
not necessarily produce more ideas or a greater number of unique
ideas.

As for perceptions of teaming consideration, Baugh & Graen
(1997) found that slight differences in gender and racial composi-
tion led members to rate their teams as less effective than all-male
or all-White teams. In addition, much of the research on ethnic
diversity has examined the experiences of those who are dissimilar
from the majority. These particular studies indicate that ethnic
minorities are less committed and satisfied and intend to withdraw
more frequently (Greenhaus et al., 1990; Tsui et al., 1992, 1995).

Gender

Milliken & Martins (1996) examined the research between 1989
and 1994 and could find no research on the relationship between
gender diversity and group cognitive functioning such as innova-
tion. The only study they unearthed, outside the time period for
their review, was Hoffman and Maier’s (1961) article showing that
gender diversity promoted innovation in teams. More recently,
Rogelberg and Rumery (1996) found that the number of males on a
team was positively related to decision quality. They also found that
teams with a lone female outperformed all-male teams, suggesting
that gender diversity adds to quality.

The gender dimension in teams appears to have been studied
more from the perspective of psychological commitment and satis-
faction of members than from a group performance standpoint
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(e.g., Baugh & Graen, 1997). For example, Tsui et al. (1992)
looked at age, ethnicity, gender, tenure, and education as variables
relevant to individual psychological commitment, absenteeism,
and intent to stay, and Konrad, Winter, and Gutek (1992) examined
gender’s relationship to individual perceptions of sexism, isolation,
and dissatisfaction. The published studies on this topic suggest that
increases in gender diversity in teams will result in negative evalua-
tion of the teaming process and lower levels of psychological
attachment.

Age

Although the research relating age to innovation is limited, it
provides some corroboration with the previous research on race
and gender. For example, Bantel and Jackson (1989) looked at the
relationship of diversity in age, company tenure, function, and edu-
cation and technical and administrative innovation. Using a sample
of 199 top management teams, they found that diversity in age and
function of the top management team added to administrative inno-
vation, but they found no other relationships. This sample, how-
ever, poses some challenges for broader analysis. Because top man-
agement teams are still predominantly White and male, the number
of diversity dimensions inherent in such a sample is often smaller
than in groups at other organizational levels. Other research on the
effects of age-related diversity on cognitive outcomes (i.e., innova-
tion) suggests that there are few, if any, significant effects of age
heterogeneity (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992; Zenger & Lawrence,
1989).

The research that compared age diversity to group outcomes
focused most on the outcome of turnover rates, on which age het-
erogeneity consistently had a positive effect (cf. Tsui et al., 1995).
As heterogeneity in age increases, the level of satisfaction
decreases, leading to higher turnover. Age diversity may also have a
negative impact on the team members’ perceptions of their oppor-
tunity to contribute ideas. For example, Zenger and Lawrence’s
(1989) study examined whether frequency of technical communica-
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tion enhanced group performance. They tested the relationship of
age and tenure heterogeneity to technical communication fre-
quency, using a sample of 19 project teams from a single electron-
ics firm. Heterogeneity among group members with respect to age
and tenure had a significant negative impact on technical communi-
cation frequency. They also found, in contrast, that age homogene-
ity was more enhancing to frequency of technical communication
within the team.

Function

Of all the diversity dimensions examined in this study, the
dimension of function was difficult to generalize from a non-field-
study-oriented sample. Functional diversity does not lend itself to
laboratory conditions. Therefore, data on the effects of functional
diversity were more difficult to acquire, particularly in the area of
perceptions of the teaming process. Most of the limited research on
functional diversity has focused on its effects at the senior manage-
ment team level (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Wiersema & Bantel,
1992). For example, Murray (1989) found a positive relationship
between functional heterogeneity and overall-company financial
performance. In a meta-analysis of innovation, Damanpour (1991)
found evidence that diversity of functional knowledge contributes
positively to innovation.

SUMMARY AND HYPOTHESES

In summary, diversity appears to promote innovation in teams
through cognitive conflict (i.e., knowledge, skills, experience, val-
ues, beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions) although team members
view the team’s functionality as problematic (Triandis, Hall, &
Ewen, 1965). Considering the model presented by Williams and
O’Reilly (1998) and related research on this topic, we present the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:The degree of diversity on teams will be positively
related to the quality of innovative ideas generated.
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Hypothesis 2:The degree of diversity on teams will be positively
related to the quantity of innovative ideas generated.

Hypothesis 3:The degree of diversity on teams will benega-
tively related to each team member’s perceptions of teaming
consideration.

Extensive laboratory research provides solid empirical support
for these hypotheses. However, the generalizability of these find-
ings to organizations is tenuous. These hypotheses, therefore, need
to be examined in a field setting.

METHODS

RESEARCH SETTING

The data for this research were collected during four team-
oriented technical contests administered in a division of a high-
tech, Fortune 500 company over a period of 8 months. This com-
pany is known in its market for delivering first-of-a-kind products
to a highly educated customer base.

SAMPLE

The sample consisted of 50 authentic, problem-solving teams
composed of four to seven members each (average team size was
6.22 with a standard deviation of .91). The demographics of the
participants represented that of the organization. The participants’
ages ranged from 20 to 70 years (average age was in the 30s). Race
was represented as Black, White, Hispanic, and Asian (5%, 85%,
3%, and 7%, respectively). There were 153 (82%) males and 34
(18%) females. Functionally, the participants were from the mar-
keting, manufacturing, design, finance, information systems, qual-
ity, human resources, new technology, and research functions (4%,
9%, 50%, 5%, 3%, 12%, 3%, 7%, and 7%, respectively) of the
organization.

Cady, Valentine / INNOVATION AND CONSIDERATION 737

 at SAGE Publications on August 25, 2009 http://sgr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://sgr.sagepub.com


PROCEDURES

Participants in the study were volunteers from within the com-
pany who participated in a technical contest for which the goal was
to generate solutions to a current business problem. Prizes, albeit
insignificant, were awarded to teams with the highest average
scores for ideas and with the most ideas generated. Participation
was voluntary, and participants were recruited through various
means of publicizing each scheduled event throughout the
organization.

This study spanned four contests that addressed four different
problems of equal difficulty for which teams submitted ideas. Each
contest was standardized in that it included a real business problem
related to an unmet, technically related product opportunity. The
specific task design was discretionary. That is, each team was free
to combine its efforts in any manner the members chose. Each con-
test was held for a 3-hour duration, during the workday, every other
month—thus four contests over an 8-month period. Participants
were allowed to participate in all four contests if they wished, but
the teams were not allowed to stay intact. The result was that 76
people (41% of total participants) participated on an average of
2.37 teams, and 111 participants participated on one team in one
contest. Because the problem differed across events, no one person
worked on the same problem twice.

The problem presentation lasted for approximately 1 hour, leav-
ing the remaining 2 hours for teams to generate ideas. No partici-
pants were informed of the problem presentation topic before the
actual event. So that no one learning style prevailed, lending advan-
tage to any of the teams, the standardized presentation was deliv-
ered through a variety of mediums such as videos; written problem
definitions; speakers from marketing, engineering, and finance
who gave multiple perspectives on the business need; and hands-on
product demonstrations. A single folder of each team’s ideas was
submitted at the end of the event and was judged as a product of the
team, not as that of an individual. At the end of the fourth contest, a
short survey, which addressed perceptions of teaming considera-
tion, was administered.
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Following the contest, a panel of expert judges evaluated the idea
folders submitted by the teams. The membership of the panel of
judges was the same across all four contests. The judges verified the
number of ideas and judged the quality of ideas. For this study, each
team had four quantified scores representing the amount of diver-
sity for each dimension of race, age, sex, and function.

MEASURES

Quantity and Quality of Ideas

At the end of each event, each team submitted a folder contain-
ing all team ideas. The quantity of ideas score for each team was
simply the count of ideas in the submitted folder. A more complex
process was used to determine the quality of ideas score. A contest
committee composed of a contest administrator, a patent attorney, a
member of senior management, and three technical experts was
established at the onset of the events. The membership of the com-
mittee was consistent across all four contests. The contest adminis-
trator, patent attorney, and senior management representatives
were not selected; rather they directly worked with the particular
division of the company being studied. The researchers chose the
three technical experts because they had the most experience with
the product development process and were expected to be available
for all four contests. It was established that proper scoring for ideas
was on a scale from 0 to 9 points, as follows. Simple ideas that
lacked proper description or applicability, such as an idea that dem-
onstrated no business potential, were awarded 0 points. Well-
described ideas that clearly solved the stated problem technically
but may have had constraints, such as cost, or may have had limited
depth, aside from technical merit, were awarded 3 points. Exciting,
novel ideas that were well described, had immediate applicability
to the stated problem, and had clear business potential were
awarded 9 points. The final score for the team was determined by
the average total points awarded after each reviewer scored each
team’s folder individually.
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Perception of Teaming Consideration

A survey was administered to participants in the fourth contest
(11 teams composed of 65 people) to determine the impact of team
diversity on individual perceptions of team consideration. The sur-
vey was administered at the end of the 3-hour session, before
knowledge of the winner was made available. Completing the sur-
vey was voluntary but encouraged. Drawing from three studies
(McLeod et al., 1996; Rogelberg & Rumery, 1996; Siegel &
Kaemmerer, 1978), we developed a scale to assess perceptions of
teaming consideration. The survey used a 5-point scale (strongly
disagreeto strongly agree) and included the following three state-
ments: (a) On my contest team, all members’ideas were considered
and valued equally; (b) On my contest team, we had an innovative
process of working together; and (c) I had input to our team’s strat-
egy. Responses to the statements were averaged to develop the
measure for teaming consideration. The reliability coefficient for
this measure was .83.

Measuring Team Diversity

This study used the same formula to measure demographic
homogeneity for each diversity dimension. The main reasons for
using the same formula are consistency of meaning and the ability
to rank and compare the results of the different dimensions. Both
Taagepera and Ray (1977) and Teachman (1980) recommend an
entropy-based formula to measure the group diversity index when
data are categorical. Ancona and Caldwell (1992) also used this
formula to measure teams’ functional diversity. Teachman defines
the formula as follows:

H

S

P

i

P
i i

= −
−

∑
1

(ln ),

whereH is quantitative heterogeneity measure of the system,Pi is
probability of finding the system in statei,Sis number of categories
of a dimension on a team, and ln is natural log.

740 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / December 1999

 at SAGE Publications on August 25, 2009 http://sgr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://sgr.sagepub.com


The formula uses the categorical representations’ fractional
share of total categories represented for each system to index the
heterogeneity in the system. For example, we computed functional
diversity for a team of seven members with two marketing, one
human resources, one finance, two design, and one manufacturing
members. There are five functions represented on this team, to
varying degrees. Specifically, diversity would be calculated as
follows:

Marketing H = –(2/7)´ ln(2/7) = .36
Human resources H = –(1/7)´ ln(1/7) = .27
Finance H = –(1/7)´ ln(1/7) = .27
Design H = –(2/7)´ ln(2/7) = .36
Manufacturing H = –(1/7)´ ln(1/7) = .27

Team functional heterogeneity score 1.53

As was stated, this formula best measures categorical data. Cate-
gorical nature was inherent in all the dimensions except age. To
provide consistency in using the same formula, the age data were
configured categorically into six decades (i.e., 20s, 30s, 40s, 50s,
60s, and 70s). A calculation was run for each of the 50 teams, for
each of the four diversity dimensions.

DESIGN AND ANALYSIS

The independent variables in the study were the four types of
diversity (race, sex, age, and function). Because team size varied, it
was evaluated in the event that it needed to be statistically con-
trolled. The dependent measures were quality of ideas, quantity of
ideas, and perceptions of teaming consideration. General linear
modeling was used to analyze the data and test the hypotheses.

RESULTS

The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are pro-
vided in Table 1. As for innovation, the results suggest that as
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quantity of ideas generated increases, the quality of ideas generated
decreases (–.34,p < .05).

Quality and Quantity of Innovation

The results revealed no significant relationships for quality of
ideas generated,F(5, 45) = 1.89,p > .10. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was
not supported.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that as diversity increases, the quantity of
innovative ideas increases (see Table 2). This hypothesis received
contradictory support,F(5, 45) = 2.51,p < .05. The greater the sex
diversity on the teams, the lower the quantity of ideas generated,p<
.01, B = –18.32, eta2 = .15. This finding directly contradicts
Hypothesis 2. However, as racial diversity on the teams increased,
the quantity of ideas increased,p < .05,B = 13.57, eta2 = .12. This
finding provides direct support for Hypothesis 2.

Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the slope for the two
significant relationships found for the quantity of ideas generated.
This was graphed using two standard deviations below and above
the mean to represent low and high diversity, respectively. It shows
that as sex diversity increases, the number of ideas generated
decreases. It also shows that as racial diversity increases, so does
the number of ideas generated.
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TABLE 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Predictor
1. Racial diversity 0.30 0.28
2. Gender diversity 0.38 0.27 .28*
3. Age diversity 0.61 0.34 –.13 –.09
4. Functional diversity 0.68 0.45 .18 .43** .20
5. Team size 6.22 0.91 –.08 .20 –.10 .01

Outcome
6. Quantity of ideas 14.38 11.31 .26* –.23 –.02 .06 .08
7. Quality of ideas 0.93 0.45 –.14 –.14 .11 .12 –.14 –.34**
8. Teaming consideration 4.15 0.97 –.30* –.33* –.19 .21 .11 na na

* p < .05. ** p < .01.

 at SAGE Publications on August 25, 2009 http://sgr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://sgr.sagepub.com


Perceptions of Teaming Consideration

Administration of the survey assessing perceptions of teaming
consideration resulted in an 83% response rate (49 respondents).
Hypothesis 3 received partial support (see Table 1). As race (–.30,p<
.05) and sex (–.33,p < .05) diversity increased on teams, the team
members’ perceptions of teaming consideration decreased. The
remaining two diversity dimensions (age and function) were not
significant.

DISCUSSION

This study makes five contributions to the literature. First, this is
one of the first team studies to examine these four diversity dimen-
sions together. Second, many studies on teams have small sample
sizes in terms of the number of teams in the study, whereas this
study has a sample consisting of 50 teams. Third, this study was
conducted in a field setting within the context of a company’s pro-
gram for enhancing innovation. Considering the current body of
knowledge on this topic, more research on team innovation and
diversity in the field is needed. Fourth, the methodology for mea-
suring diversity is demonstrated in a way that can be used in other
research. We feel this is a contribution as it was difficult for us to
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TABLE 2: Results of General Linear Modeling: Quantity of Ideas Generated

Variable B SE beta eta2 t

Racial diversity 13.57 5.59 .36 .12 2.43*
Gender diversity –18.32 6.50 –.45 .15 –2.82**
Age diversity –.47 4.71 –.03 >.001 –.10
Functional diversity 4.23 3.87 .20 .03 1.09
Team size 2.46 1.84 .19 .04 1.34
Constant –.32 11.49 >.001 –.03
df 5, 45
F 2.51*
R2 .22
AdjustedR2 .13

* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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find a practical example in the literature. Finally, the findings in this
study support Williams and O’Reilly’s (1998) model addressing
the double-edged sword of diversity. However, the findings also
encourage a more contingent approach to studying and managing
diversity in teams (e.g., Jackson & Ruderman, 1996). These and
other issues are discussed next.

HYPOTHESES

Quality of Innovation

The nonsignificant finding for the relationship between all
diversity dimensions and quality of innovation was surprising (no
support for Hypothesis 1). An explanation for the findings in this
study may be that newly formed teams lack the necessary time to
appreciate and leverage diversity (e.g., Watson et al., 1993). The
short time period for the contest may have neutralized main effects
that diversity could have had. We concur with Lefkowitz’s (1994)
opinion that null findings in diversity research provide important
information, given the prevalence of certain stereotypes. When
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robust differences are found, they become even more interesting to
explore.

Quantity of Innovation

Although diversity had no impact on the quality of innovation, it
had an interesting impact on the quantity of innovation (providing
partial and contradictory support for Hypothesis 2). Specifically,
the results suggest that as a team becomes more sex diverse, the
quantity of ideas will decrease. Yet, it was shown that as racial
diversity increased, the quantity of ideas increased. It is also inter-
esting to note that the more visible the demographic characteristic,
the larger the effect is than less visible characteristics like age and
function.

After reviewing 40 years’ worth of literature and 80 studies on
diversity, Williams and O’Reilly (1998) described three major
unanswered questions. The first of the three major unanswered
questions leads to their statement that “we need to understand in
more detail how different types of diversity affect group process
and performance” (p. 117). Whereas there is evidence that diversity
can be studied similarly, this study supports the conclusion that
each type of diversity may include unique patterns of psychological
diversity (Jackson & Ruderman, 1996). That is, semantic diversity
or cognitive diversity may be more germane to the issue of team
innovation. Therefore, we cannot hypothesize the same relation-
ship across all forms of diversity. Diversity requires a more contin-
gent theoretical and empirical development. The connection and
relationship of these alternative views of diversity need to be
addressed in future research. The challenge is to conduct research
that extends the findings of this study and helps to explain the
unique characteristics of diversity.

We therefore offer some speculations based on our observations
during the events. It appeared from our observations that the
women were contemplative and discussion oriented. This contem-
plation and discussion orientation appeared to result in fewer ideas
being proffered by the team members. In contrast, we noticed that
the more racially diverse teams operated in a traditional brain-
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storming nature. Traditional brainstorming is characterized by
more ideas’ being offered without as much contemplation and dis-
cussion. Future research should use behavioral observation and
other techniques (e.g., qualitative methods) to examine the unique
characteristics of demographic diversity within the context of
teams striving to be innovative.

Perceptions of Teaming Consideration

The perception of teaming consideration measure averaged
4.15, which is a borderline score in thestrongly agreerange. The
significant negative relationship that race and sex had with percep-
tions of teaming consideration suggests that as a team becomes
more diverse, the team members will view the teaming process as
less considerate of ideas, having less evaluation in its process, and
less input oriented (supporting Hypothesis 3). It may be that group
heterogeneity has a negative impact on individual feelings of satis-
faction through decreasing the sense of identification or social inte-
gration within the group (e.g., Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Milliken &
Martins, 1996; O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989; Smith et al.,
1994). That is, diversity leads to negative evaluations of the team-
ing process (e.g., Baugh & Graen, 1997; Greenhaus et al., 1990;
Jackson et al., 1991; McLeod et al., 1996; Tsui et al., 1992, 1995;
Zenger & Lawrence, 1989).

LIMITATIONS

In field studies, there tend to be constraints mandated by the
organization and the realities of the work environment. This was
the case here as we must address four limitations. First, the data
were collected from newly formed teams. This newness could, by
itself, be the reason for the nonsignificant and significant results.
Although this research design is applicable to teams developing
innovative solutions, it cannot be as easily generalized to teams
implementing ideas (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Second, some of
the participants could sign up for more than one contest. Because of
the team engagement rules, the team composites required unique
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team membership structures; if people wanted to participate in a
second contest, the teams could not stay together. The third limita-
tion concerns the possibility that the time between events caused
contamination by participants sharing information with each other
in their daily work. To deal with this limitation, each contest had a
unique problem of the same difficulty level. Finally, we did not
examine team cohesion in this study. Future research should
address the role of cohesion as a possible moderator or mediator in
this relationship (e.g., Milliken & Martins, 1996). This is an inter-
esting question, when considered within the context of team diver-
sity and innovation.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

What do these results mean with regard to a diverse portfolio of
people operating within any group or organization, if innovation is
the desired result? Given the demographic trends, diversity will be
a reality for most organizations competing for talent, not a strategic
choice. Increasing diversity will be the reality; managing diversity
will be the strategic choice. If diversity is ignored or mishandled, it
may detract from innovation and other important work outcomes
(Adler, 1986; Cox, 1994). Companies that want to excel may have
to adopt innovation as a strategy and adapt their diverse organiza-
tion to realize this strategy.

The results also suggest that different forms of diversity cannot
be managed in the same manner. Hence, a contingency approach to
managing diversity is warranted (Rodriguez, 1998). That is,
organizations will need to develop policy and programs allowing
for and valuing the unique characteristics among diverse groups.
Although we cannot offer specific recommendations based on our
findings, we can encourage practitioners to be open minded to new
and creative methods for managing diversity.

The findings also support the notion that an increase in diversity
on a team can decrease the team members’ perceptions of teaming
consideration. Cox (1994) presents compelling evidence that
diverse teams with proper education and development will experi-
ence higher levels of satisfaction and lower turnover. The costs
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associated with decreases in turnover can be significant when con-
sidering that minorities are as much as 40% more likely to turn over.
Consider this rate of turnover in the context of a conservatively esti-
mated $15,000 expense per person lost. Therefore, higher levels of
diversity can be a positive organizational attribute when proac-
tively addressed early in the teaming process.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

It is our hope that this article will stimulate more research and
discussion on diversity in teams. Today’s demographic trends
reveal an ever-increasing heterogeneous pool of talent, leading
organizations to experience diversity at a tremendous rate, particu-
larly within the context of teams. Rather than examining these
issues in controlled settings, researchers should continue to find
creative ways to study organizations in action. Studying diversity,
however, requires simplification of unmanageable complexities.
This is an interesting challenge and a tremendous opportunity for
researchers; there are still many unanswered questions.
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